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BEMARKS 

Applicant thanlcs Examiner Bannapradist for the Office Action of March 13, 
2003. In response, the preset application has been carefully reviewed and amended. 
Entry of the amendment and recoosid^ . 

Drawings 

Thg drawings.stand.obje.cted to under 37 C.F.R. §1.83. The recess (101) was not 
shown in the drawings. Applicant submits proposed drawing corrections to Figures 5, 7, 
10 and 12, each now inducting the reference number 101 identifying the correspond** 
recess. Replacement draw.ng sheets accompany the present amendment. 

Applicant respectfully submits as such structure was shown in the originally filed 
drawings, but not labeled, no new subject matter has been entered. 
p f j-^ n T fnrW 35 U.S.C, §103 

Claims 1-6 and 8-1 0 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 5,898.977 toMuir in view of US Patent No. 2,731,229 to Seitz. The 
examiner asserts it would have obvious "to modify Muir*s end cap having reinforcmg 
ribs similar to Seitz's inve ntion for the purpose of strengthening the end cap at the 
longitudinal portion thereof (Col. 2, Lines 47-50) in order for the cap to withstand more 
force." [Paper 3, page 3] 

In order to sustain rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103, there must be reason why one 
of ordinary skill in the an: 

1. would have been motivated to select the references; and 

2. combined the .eferences to render the claimed invention obvious. 

It is improper, in determining whether a person of ordinary skill would have led to 
this combination of references, simply to "[use] that which the inventor taught against its 
teacher." W.L. Gore v. Oarlock. Inc, 220 USPQ 303, 312-313 (Fed. Cir. 1983), In re 
Lee, (Fed. Cir. 2002). 
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Specifically, an inventor's explanation of how the invention works does not 
render obvious that which k otherwise unobvious. In re Glau g , 62 USPQ2d 1151 (Fed. 
Cir. 2002) 

Applicant respectfully submits the examiner has not provided any basis or need 
for strengthening the end cups of the recited hinge assembly. 

While it is true that applicant has added the reinforcing ribs to strengthen the end 
cap. this fact does not suggest the combination proffered by the examiner. 

In fact, the primary reference suggests there is no need to strengthen the end caps. 
Specifically, Muir states that the non-handed hinge assembly could be constructed 
without caps. 

While the embodiments described above utilize end caps, 
it would be possible to eliminate the end caps completely 
and still maintain the dual sided contact of the end of a vent 65 

bai in a central mounted in-line supporting bracket. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Further, Muir suggests end caps formed in a most expeditious manner without 
adding manufacturing steps so as to minimize costs. Specifically, 

The end cap 60 of the present invention may be manu- 
factured in one of two ways. Preferably, a mold/stamping die 
is prepared for forming the end cap 60 with the appropriate 
dimensions Alternatively, an end cap with wo straight 
camming surfaces may be dropped in a nest and crimped o 20 
form the first and second surfaces. This, however, would 
require a second operation. 

^ [Col. 7, Lines 15-21] 

That is, Muir suggests streamlining manufacturing and reducing costs as opposed 
to the extra steps required to form the reinforcing rib. Thus, the primary reference 
suggests the end caps are optional, or the end caps should be constructed without 
secondary manufacturing steps. 

The examiner has not identified a reason for making the end cap stronger. The 
disclosure in Muir of an optional end cap or an end cap formed without secondary 
processes does not suggt st making the end cap stronger. 
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The tuning coil moult for televisions and radios of Seta does not cure the 
deficiencies of Muir. That is, the use of a longitudinally extending strengthening nb m a 
tuning coil mount does not suggest w*y an end cap for a multibar hinge assembly needs 
to be strengthened. 

Further, the examine has offered no suggestion as to why a mounting for 
television or radio apparatus^ 

thin panel forming the chassis of a television or radio apparatus (Seta), would be 
combiRed-with-a.non=band,4 inline window support bracket (Muir). 

The asserted combination is insufficient to sustain a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§103. Therefore, applican, respectfully submits Claims 1-6 and 8-10 are in condition for 
allowance. 

Claim 7 

Claim 7 stands reje cted under 35 U.S.C §103 as being unpatentable over Muir in 
view of US Patent No. 6,0 73,504 to Kasai. 

Kasai is directed to steel frame structures such as buildings and particularly to a 
bracket for use to effect a bolted connection between a beam and a column. 

Again applicant respectfully submits the asserted obviousness "to modify Muir's 
invention with ribs similar to Kasai's invention for the purpose of reinforcing the bracket, 
thus adding structural strength to the bmcket increasing the load capacity thereof does 
not satisfy the required showing of why the end cap needs to be stronger. 

That is, the teachi ag of Muir that the end cap is not even necessary, does not 
suggest a need for reinforcing. That Kasai discloses a reinforcing rib in a bolted 
connected between a steel beam and a steel column does not suggest such modification in 
an end cap assembly of a window hinge, wherein the end cap is specifically recited as 
being optional. 
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Wore, applicant respectfully submits all the pending claims, Claims 1-12 are 
in condition for allowance and such action is earnestly solicited. If, however, the 
examiner feels that any further issues remain, she is cordially invited to contact the 
undersigned so that such meters can be promptly resolved. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Brian B. sW, Refashion No. 33,782 

HARTfiR, SECfiEST & EWEF* I" 

1600 Bausch & Lomb Place 
Rochester, New York 14604 



Date: June 13, 2003 
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